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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Paul Lee Maobley appeals from a 120-month sentence imposed fol-
lowing hisjury conviction for conspiracy to possess with the intent
to distribute and to distribute cocaine, 21 U.S.C.A.§ 846 (West Supp.
1999). We have reviewed the record and find no reversible error. We
therefore affirm Mobley's conviction and sentence.

Mobley first claims that the district court should have granted his
motion to suppress. We review the district court's legal conclusions
de novo and its factual determinations for clear error. See United
Statesv. Elie, 111 F.3d 1135, 1140 (4th Cir. 1997); United Statesv.
Lattimore, 87 F.3d 647, 650 (4th Cir. 1996) (en banc). The evidence
presented at the suppression hearing demonstrated that Mobley was
stopped upon probable cause to believe that he was violating a traffic
law of the Commonwealth of Virginia, that he was detained briefly
and only long enough to perform aroutine check on him and the vehi-
cle, that the additional brief period of time that he was detained was
consensual, and that he freely and voluntarily gave the State Trooper
his general consent, without limitation and without withdrawing such
consent, to search the vehicle for drugs. Under these circumstances,
we find that the district court properly denied Maobley's motion to
suppress.

We further find, after athorough review of the record and viewing

the evidence in alight most favorable to the Government, that the evi-
dence was sufficient to support his conviction for conspiracy to pos-
sess with the intent to distribute and to distribute cocaine, 21 U.S.C.A.
§ 846. See United States v. Wilson, 135 F.3d 291, 306 (4th Cir.), cert.
denied, 118 S. Ct. 1852 (1998). Thus, the district court did not err in
denying Mobley's motion for judgment of acquittal. See United States
v. Romer, 148 F.3d 359, 364 (4th Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 119 S. Ct.
1032 (1999).




We decline to review Mobley's assertion that trial counsel pro-

vided ineffective assistance because the present record does not con-
clusively demonstrate ineffectiveness. See United Statesv. Hoyle, 33
F.3d 415, 418 (4th Cir. 1994).

Accordingly, we affirm Mobley's conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the Court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



